Appln. No. 10/679,155 

Response dated June 29, 2007, 2007 

Reply to Office Action dated March 2, 2007 

REMARKS 

Applicants would like to thank the Examiner for the careful consideration given the 
present application. The application has been carefully reviewed in light of the Office action and 
amended as necessary to more clearly and particularly describe the subject matter which 
applicants regard as the invention. 

Claims 1, 2 and 4-15 have been amended. Claim 3 has been canceled. 

The Examiner objected to claim 11 for improper dependencies. Claim 11 recites, "a 
camera apparatus as in any one of claims 1 through 10..." 37 CFR 1.75 provides that any 
dependent claim which refers to more than one other claim shall refer to such other claims in the 
alternative only. Applicants submit that claim 1 1 refers to claims 1 through 10 in the alternative 
only and, therefore, is a proper multiple dependent claim. See MPEP § 608.01(n)I.A., example 
claim 8, for an example acceptable multiple dependent claim. Applicants respectfully request 
that the objection to claim 1 1 be withdrawn. 

Claims 1-15 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lee in 
view of Boyken. Claim 1 recites in part: 

"data holding means for holding status information on the photographing 

operation of the camera, wherein the status information includes a distance from 

the camera to at least one of the subject and a floor, and further wherein said 

distance is obtained based on a focusing control operation; 

main control means for calculating an optimum speed to track said subject 

based on the information output from... said data holding means and outputting 

the speed to said rotating body, wherein said information output from said data 
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holding means includes the distance from the camera to said at least one of the 
subject and the floor. . ." 

Therefore, claim 1 requires an optimum tracking speed calculation that is based on a distance 
from the camera to the subject and/or the floor, wherein the distance is obtained based on a 
focusing control operation. The Examiner asserts that Lee discloses information pertaining to 
focus control and cites column 3, lines 28-40. See the outstanding Office action at page 3. The 
noted teachings are merely directed to zoom control based on output signals from end-position 
sensors. Neither Lee nor Boyken teaches or suggests an optimum tracking speed calculation that 
is based on a distance from a camera to a subject and/or the floor, wherein the distance is 
obtained based on a focusing control operation. Therefore, the combination of references fails to 
teach or suggest all of the above-noted limitations of claim 1. For at least this reason, claim 1 is 
allowable over Lee in view of Boyken. Claims 2 and 4-12 depend from claim 1 and, therefore, 
are also allowable over Lee in view of Boyken. Claim 3 has been canceled. 

Claim 13 recites in part: 

"...main control means for calculating an optimum speed to track said 

subject based on the information from... said data holding means and outputting 

the speed to said rotating body; 

...controlling said rotating body via the main control means so that said 

subject will first appear in a center of an angle of view based on. . .information on 

the distance to the subject obtained based on a focusing control operation as 

information to be output from said data holding means to said main control 

means." 



Page 12 of 14 



Appln.No. 10/679,155 

Response dated June 29, 2007, 2007 

Reply to Office Action dated March 2, 2007 

Lee in view of Boyken fails to teach or suggest main control means for calculating an 
optimum speed to track a subject based on information from a data holding means and 
controlling a rotating body via the main control means based on information on the 
distance to the subject obtained based on a focusing control operation as information to 
be output from the data holding means to the main control means, as required by claim 
13. More specifically, neither Lee nor Boyken teach or suggest obtaining a distance to a 
subject based on a focusing control operation and calculating an optimum tracking speed 
based thereon. Therefore, claim 13 is allowable over Lee in view of Boyken. Claims 14 
and 15 depend from claim 13 and, therefore, are also allowable over the cited 
combination of references. 

In light of the foregoing, it is respectfully submitted that the present application is 
in condition for allowance and notice to that effect is hereby requested. If it is 
determined that the application is not in condition for allowance, the Examiner is invited 
to initiate a telephone interview with the undersigned attorney to expedite prosecution of 
the present application. 
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If there are any additional fees resulting from this communication, please charge 
our Deposit Account No. 16-0820, our Order No. 36168. 



1801 East 9th Street 
Suite 1200 

Cleveland, Ohio 441 14-3108 
(216) 579-1700 



Date: June 29, 2007 



Respectfully submitted, 
PEARNE & GORDON LLP 




Brad C. Spencer, Reg. No. 57076 
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